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Millender- Rangel Spratt
McDonald Reyes Stark
Miller (NC) Ross Stupak
Miller, George Rothman Tanner
Mollohan Roybal-Allard Tauscher
Moore (KS) Ruppersberger Taylor (MS)
Moore (WI) Rush Thompson (CA)
Moran (VA) Ryan (OH) Tierney
%u;ltha 23‘]130 Towns
adler alazar
Napolitano Sanchez, Linda ggan (CO)
all (NM)
Neal (MA) y Van Hollen
Oberstar Sanchez, Loretta Velazquez
Obey Sanders : 1q k
Olver Schakowsky Visclosky
Ortiz Schiff Wasserman
Owens Schwartz (PA) Schultz
Pallone Scott (GA) Waters
Pascrell Scott (VA) Watson
Pastor Serrano Watt
Payne Sherman Waxman
Pelosi Skelton Weiner
Peterson (MN) Slaughter Wexler
Pomeroy Smith (WA) Woolsey
Price (NC) Snyder Wu
Rahall Solis Wynn
NOT VOTING—12
Burgess Fattah Ney
Case Foley Strickland
Castle Lewis (GA) Thompson (MS)
Evans Meehan Wilson (SC)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain in this vote.
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

MILITARY COMMISSIONS ACT OF
2006

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). The pending business is
the vote on passage of the Senate bill,
S. 3930, on which the yeas and nays are
ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the Sen-
ate bill.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 250, nays
170, not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 508]

YEAS—250
Aderholt Boswell Cubin
Akin Boustany Cuellar
Alexander Boyd Culberson
Andrews Bradley (NH) Davis (AL)
Bachus Brady (TX) Davis (KY)
Baker Brown (OH) Dayvis (TN)
Barrett (SC) Brown (SC) Davis, Jo Ann
Barrow Brown-Waite, Dayvis, Tom
Barton (TX) Ginny Deal (GA)
Bass Burton (IN) Dent
Bean Buyer Diaz-Balart, L.
Beauprez Calvert Diaz-Balart, M.
Biggert Camp (MI) Doolittle
Bilbray Campbell (CA) Drake
Bilirakis Cannon Dreier
Bishop (GA) Cantor Duncan
Bishop (UT) Capito Edwards
Blackburn Carter Ehlers
Blunt Chabot Emerson
Boehlert Chandler English (PA)
Boehner Chocola Etheridge
Bonilla Coble Everett
Bonner Cole (OK) Feeney
Bono Conaway Ferguson
Boozman Cramer Fitzpatrick (PA)
Boren Crenshaw Flake

Forbes

Ford
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall

Harris

Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde

Inglis (SC)
Issa

Istook
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Keller

Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk

Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe

Kuhl (NY)
LaHood

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen

Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Bartlett (MD)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt

Latham
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marshall
Matheson
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moore (KS)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Osborne
Otter
Oxley
Pearce
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi

NAYS—170

DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Filner
Frank (MA)
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee

Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross

Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salazar
Saxton
Schmidt
Schwarz (MI)
Scott (GA)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Sodrel
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Sullivan
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden (OR)
Walsh
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
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Napolitano Rush Tauscher
Neal (MA) Ryan (OH) Thompson (CA)
Oberstar Sabo Tierney
Obey Sanchez, Linda Towns
Olver 3 Udall (CO)
Ortiz Sanchez, Loretta Udall (NM)
Owens Sanders Van Hollen
Pallone Schakowsky Velazquez
Pascrell Schiff Visclosky
Pastor Schwartz (PA) Wasserman
Paul Scott (VA) Schultz
Payne Serrano Waters
Pelosi Sherman Watson
Price (NC) Skelton Watt
Rahall Slaughter Waxman
Rangel Smith (WA) Weiner
Reyes Snyder Wexler
Rothman Solis Woolsey
Roybal-Allard Stark Wu
Ruppersberger Stupak Wynn
NOT VOTING—12
Burgess Fattah Ney
Case Foley Strickland
Castle Lewis (GA) Thompson (MS)
Evans Meehan Wilson (SC)
0O 1447

So the Senate bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. MELANCON. Mr. Speaker, during roll-
call vote No. 508 on S. 3930, | mistakenly re-
corded my vote as “nay” when | should have
voted “yea”. | ask unanimous consent that my
statement appear in the RECORD immediately
following rollcall vote No. 508.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5122,
JOHN WARNER NATIONAL DE-
FENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2007

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma, from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 109-703) on the
resolution (H. Res. 1062) waiving points
of order against the conference report
to accompany the bill (H.R. 5122) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year
2007 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of
the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and include tabular and
extraneous material on the conference
report to accompany H.R. 5441.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

———

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5441,
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2007

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to House Resolution
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1054, I call up the conference report to
accompany the bill (H.R. 5441) making
appropriations for the Department of
Homeland Security for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2007, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1054, the con-
ference report is considered read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see prior proceedings of the
House of today.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS)
and the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. SABO) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky.
Speaker, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be here
today for the consideration of the fis-
cal 2007 conference agreement for the
Department of Homeland Security.

Mr. Speaker, I bring good news for all
Americans who want to see our borders
are secure from those who are crashing
those borders. We are ending the age-
old catch-and-release program that has
allowed millions of illegal aliens to
flood our country. You will hear more
about that during this debate today, I
hope.

The recent anniversaries of the 9/11
attacks and the 2005 hurricane disas-
ters keep us focused on why we are
here today: to protect our citizens and
our homeland from any threat to our
society and our economy, be it ter-
rorism or mnatural catastrophe. The
funding in this conference agreement
ensures the Department of Homeland
Security can address the perils that
face our communities and reduce our
vulnerability to them.

The fiscal 2007 conference agreement
provides a total of $34.8 billion for the
Department, including an additional
$1.8 billion in emergency funds devoted
to border security. The total provided
is $2.3 billion above the current year
and $2.7 billion above what the Presi-
dent asked us for, when you exclude
disaster relief funding for Katrina.

This includes more than $21.3 billion
for border security and immigration
enforcement; $4.34 billion for port, con-
tainer, and cargo security; $3.4 billion
for first responders across the country;
$6.4 billion for transportation security;
$1.4 billion for research, development,
and deployment of innovative tech-
nologies; and $1.8 billion to protect na-
tional and critical infrastructure.

Five years ago our Nation suffered
its most devastating terrorist attack.
Since that tragic day, a vigorous na-
tional debate over our vulnerabilities,
fueled by historic levels of illegal im-
migration, has resulted in one very
clear conclusion: we must do all we can
to gain control over our borders and
our coastlines to preserve the sov-
ereignty and integrity of our immigra-
tion and preserve the strength of our
economy.

Mr.
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This conference agreement will pro-
vide the resources and direction to
build upon the Department’s progress
and transform our approach to border
security from a fragmented, uncoordi-
nated effort into a truly integrated
system capable of producing results.

This includes a staggering $1.2 billion
to secure the borders with a system of
fencing, a system of infrastructure, a
system of technology, 1,500 new Border
Patrol agents, 6,700 new additional de-
tention bed space for those caught, 650
additional CBP officers, and over $1.7
billion for the procurement of aircraft
and vessels to patrol those borders.
This massive infusion of moneys will
accelerate the Department’s goal of ob-
taining operational control of these
borders in less than 5 years, a goal that
has become an unquestioned necessity
since 9/11.

I want to emphasize that with all
these resources we are pouring into
this effort will come accountability.
We are requiring bi-monthly status re-
ports on the Department’s performance
and their expenditure of funds on bor-
der security. We want to know what is
happening every 2 weeks. We are with-
holding $950 million until the Depart-
ment provides a detailed border secu-
rity expenditure plan. They won’t get
the money until we see the plan. I be-
lieve in planning your work and work-
ing your plan.

And we are requiring, in bill lan-
guage, strategic plans for the Secure
Border Initiative and port and cargo
security. We are absolutely committed
to holding the Department accountable
and providing the American people
with the results that they are demand-
ing of us.

In addition to border security and
immigration enforcement, the con-
ference report balances resources
across other critical areas of homeland
security including:

One, almost $900 million to prevent
weapons of mass destruction from en-
tering the country. These funds will
enable DHS to speed the deployment of
radiation detectors and significantly
enhance screening for vehicles and
cargo.

Two, $2.5 billion to fund and reform
FEMA. The funding and direction con-
tained in the conference agreement
will ensure that we do not repeat the
errors of 2005, by putting in place the
planning, assessment, training, logis-
tics, and communications to enable
DHS to prepare for and respond to acts
of terrorism and natural disasters.

Three, $6.4 billion for transportation
security. The recent disruption of the
terrorist plot in London reminds us
that transportation security remains a
top priority. This report includes crit-
ical resources for new cutting-edge
technologies to strengthen protection
from all modes of travel as well as to
increase the capabilities of the Federal
air marshals. While we are much safer
than 5 years ago, we must sustain that
effort to anticipate and defeat threats
to our transportation system.
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In addition to these significant levels
of funding, the conference agreement
includes several legislative provisions
that will fortify our homeland secu-
rity, including Ilegislation to crim-
inalize for the first time the construc-
tion or financing of a tunnel across or
under the U.S. border; two, legislation
that significantly strengthens and im-
proves FEMA, a whole new authorizing
law; and, thirdly, breakthrough legisla-
tion requiring the Department of
Homeland Security to regulate secu-
rity at chemical facilities across the
land.

Our homeland security needs are
both numerous and they are complex,
but I believe this conference report will
make a major contribution towards
those needs. So I urge my colleagues to
support the agreement.

Before 1 sit down this time, Mr.
Speaker, I want to pay special tribute
to our staff on both sides of the aisle
who have worked long, hard, and labo-
riously over these last several months.
I want to especially thank Michelle
Mrdeza, who could not be with us in
these final days because of an illness in
her family which required her to be ab-
sent. But she is retiring from this
body. She has been a great servant of
the public on this committee for a
number of years. Her service has been
invaluable and expert, and we will miss
her terribly. I want to thank Stephanie
Gupta too and the staff of the sub-
committee and staff on both sides of
the aisle for the great work that they
have done.

And, finally, I want to say a word
about MARTY SABO, ranking member of
this subcommittee, who will be fin-
ishing 27 years of service in this body
and to the Nation when he leaves office
in January seeking greener pastures.
This man is a personal friend of mine
and all of ours, but he is also an expert
on budgetary matters and has become
an expert on the homeland security ef-
forts of the country. A huge void will
exist on the horizon of this body when
MARTY SABO leaves this body.
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I cannot say enough in tribute to this
man. He has been a helpmate to me and
the subcommittee and the country on
this bill for a number of years now, as
well as before that we served in the
same capacities on the Transportation
Subcommittee; and of course, as you
know, he was chairman of the Budget
Committee for a number of years some-
time past.

A great public servant whose work is
now soon to be finished in this body,
but I am confident that his record will
stand for the ages. Very few Members
of Congress can retire from this body
with a greater sense of accomplishment
of greatness than our friend, MARTY
SABO. The gentleman will be missed in
this body.

TRIBUTE TO BRETT DREYER

Mr. Speaker, the Homeland Security Appro-
priations Subcommittee will soon take leave
from our Congressional Fellow, Brett Dreyer,
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who, after having served the Committee with
great distinction over the past 2 years, will as-
sume new responsibilities as a senior Special
Agent for U.S. Immigration and Customs En-
forcement (ICE).

Special Agent Dreyer’s professional career
mirrors some of the transitions of the young
Department of Homeland Security. He began
his Federal service in Newark, New Jersey as
an immigration enforcement agent with the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service; moved
up to become a Criminal Investigator at INS;
and then transferred to the U.S. Customs
Service. On 9/11, Agent Dreyer helped secure
airports as the security situation was resolved,
and was at Ground Zero in New York, search-
ing the rubble for remains of victims of that
terrible attack. After DHS was established he
found himself an ICE Special Agent, where he
witnessed the trials and tribulations of the
agency merger that was repeated throughout
the Department.

Brett came to the Subcommittee in January
2005, and at once proved himself a key mem-
ber of the professional staff. His critical judg-
ment, familiarity with agency matters, and ex-
pertise on Customs and Immigration law and
regulation made him integral to the operations
of the Committee during the extraordinary de-
velopments over the past 2 years, in particular
the response to the 2005 hurricanes and the
intensified effort to secure our borders and
strengthen administration of immigration law.
His strong understanding of organizational dy-
namics, of operational issues and real-world,
real-time considerations for building a suc-
cessful new department contributed signifi-
cantly to the success of this subcommittee.
Brett brought to the appropriations process the
clear, thoughtful analysis and mature judgment
developed in his successful career in criminal
investigation. Throughout his service here,
Brett's unqualified professionalism, perceptive-
ness, great sense of humor and cool head
have helped this Subcommittee and the Con-
gress move forward on a wide range of policy
and budgetary issues. His assistance in plan-
ning and coordinating complicated sub-
committee oversight trips were of particular
benefit, and in coordinating the many classi-
fied briefings our oversight requires.

Special Agent Dreyer has served me, this
Subcommittee, and the House well: We are
sorry to see him leave, and will miss him as
a colleague and as a friend. Each of us on the
Homeland Security Subcommittee wish Brett
all the best as he resumes his ICE career,
where we look forward to seeing him accom-
plish great things.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3%
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would sim-
ply like to follow up on the remarks of
the gentleman from Kentucky about
the gentleman from Minnesota.

I remember when MARTIN SABO first
walked into this institution in 1978. He
and his wife, Sylvia, epitomize more
than any people I know what are re-
garded as midwestern values, most es-
pecially the value of modesty. You will
never find MARTIN SABO bragging much
on himself. In that sense, he is a true
Norwegian. I also think that he exem-
plifies the thoughtfulness and the car-
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ing for one’s neighbor that people in
the Midwest have come to take as
being the natural course of things.

He is probably the closest friend I
have in this body. I very much regret
to see him leave. I question his judg-
ment profoundly on that.

As the gentleman from Kentucky has
said, while today the gentleman from
Minnesota deals with homeland secu-
rity issues and is certainly an expert
on those, in the past he has dealt with
transportation issues most ably. As a
matter of fact, there is no one in this
body who has made a greater contribu-
tion to the cause of responsible budg-
eting and deficit reduction over the
years than has the gentleman from
Minnesota. He chaired the Budget
Committee when we took the action
under President Clinton that finally
began to get the budget deficit under
control.

I just want to profoundly express my
appreciation to him, not just for his ac-
complishments but for the way he has
achieved those accomplishments, for
the way he has dealt with the needs of
this body as an institution, for the re-
spect that he has shown for the values
and the traditions of this institution
and the respect that he has shown for
persons on both sides of the aisle.

He is truly a gentleman. He is a great
legislator. I hate to see him go. I hope
he is back to visit us often. I thank the
gentleman profoundly for the quality
of his service.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I want to join the chairman
and our ranking member in paying
tribute to MARTIN SABO, whom I also
consider a dear friend and one of this
institution’s finest Members.

MARTIN has served here for 28 years.
He was the chairman of the Budget
Committee when Congress passed the
largest deficit reduction package in its
history. He served as our ranking mem-
ber on Transportation Appropriations
and on Homeland Security Appropria-
tions ever since that subcommittee was
formed.

MARTIN is an exemplary Member of
this body in every way. He is a skilled
legislator who is more interested in
achieving results than in claiming
credit. He is a gifted politician with a
knack for finding common ground. He
is a man who understands and loves
this institution. He is a congenial col-
league and he is a good friend, dis-
playing qualities of character that in
the end matter above all.

So we will miss MARTIN SABO. We sa-
lute him for his service to Minnesota
and to this country, service that is in-
deed exemplary and has inspired and
encouraged us all.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, well, I am not sure I
should say anything. But thank you to
my chairman, Mr. ROGERS, for his kind
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comments. We have been together, 1
think, 6 years now, 4 years on home-
land security, 2 years on transpor-
tation.

As I said last night in front of the
Rules Committee, the ultimate com-
pliment I can give to somebody is to
call them a pro; and Hal Rogers is a
pro. It has been a pleasure to serve
with him. He is on the majority party.
He has a responsibility to the Presi-
dent of his own party.

At the time, he is someone who has
asked many a tough question and
asked for discipline and, as he said in
his opening comments, that he expects
to continue to do oversight of the oper-
ations of this agency which has had
many, many growing pains. It has not
been an easy committee to chair as we
merged all of these 22 agencies into
one, with an incredible amount of
chaos; and he has shown, I think, an in-
tellect and toughness and fairness in
trying to steer this agency in the right
direction. It has been a privilege to
work with Chairman ROGERS.

My friend, DAVE OBEY, who I have
known, and known him for many years
before I came to the Congress, neighbor
across the border in Wisconsin, I have
served with him on Appropriations for
28 years, both a personal friend and
somebody who has an absolute passion
for public policy and for making this
institution work.

It has been a real honor, DAVE, to get
to know you and Joan and to work
with you. You are just a great human
being.

And to DAVE PRICE who served with
me on the Budget Committee, I am
often asked, why do you leave? And,
you know, particularly if the partisan
nature changes and the opportunity to
chair a subcommittee. And I always
say, I have no reluctance in doing that
because I know the next person in line
is DAVE PRICE, who is a person who has
great skill as a legislator and great un-
derstanding of public policy. And I
think he will do a great job, as he has
done in many other roles, whatever the
role might be, as either a Chair or
ranking member of the subcommittee
in 2 years. So it is an honor to have
your kind words today.

And to the staff, to all of the major-
ity staff, Michelle, who is not here be-
cause of a family crisis and who is leav-
ing the House and has done an incred-
ible job, but all of the majority staff
have been great to work with.

I suppose a special word to Steph-
anie. She followed us from Transpor-
tation to Homeland Security. So I have
had an opportunity to work with her in
both roles.

To our own personal staff on this
committee, to Chris, who has worked
with us, and Bev Pheto, who sits right
here next to me, who has worked with
us, me personally on this committee,
over the last 6 years, 2 years in Trans-
portation, 4 years in Homeland Secu-
rity, who I am constantly amazed at
her knowledge and her energy. She has
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to compete with all of you on the ma-
jority side and has remarkable knowl-
edge and ability. It utterly amazes me.
And she is a remarkable person.

Marjorie Duske from my staff, who
originally was an intern in our office
and has now been in our office for
many years working with me on Home-
land Security, has worked transpor-
tation, defense, housing, you name it,
from simple issues to the most com-
plicated of issues, just been an incred-
ible person, dedicated to public policy
and doing what is right, but, at the
same time, tough, hard-nosed to work
with agencies to make sure that the
Government does what it is supposed
to do.

Just incredible people who make this
institution work. I simply say thank
you.

A couple of words about the bill, if I
might. It is a good bill, and it does lots
of good things. It has got additional
funding.

Some of the other issues we worked
on, we have had a concern over how
sensitive security information is han-
dled by the Department. There are pro-
visions here for handling that informa-
tion, which I think is good. I think the
changes made to FEMA strengthens
the role of FEMA.

I was one, along with Mr. OBEY, who
a year ago thought we were making a
mistake as we created a new Depart-
ment or agency on preparedness and
how it was structured. This basically
goes back to strengthening the role of
FEMA within the Department. I think
it is a significant improvement.

Frankly, if I had my choice, I still
would make FEMA a separate agency
outside of this Department. I would
prefer that. That is not going to hap-
pen. I think the changes in this bill
represent substantial improvement.

I have to say that I am concerned
over how we add the money in this bill
for the Department. We do it on an en-
ergy basis. I think $1.8 billion is des-
perately needed and will be well spent.
But, at some point, we have to come
back to passing budget resolutions in
this body that are real.

The need for additional expenditure
for homeland security are not emer-
gencies. They are going to be there on
an ongoing basis in the years ahead;
and, in 2005, we added $450 million as an
emergency; 2006, $1.2; and $1.8 in 2007.

At some point, this institution has
got to get back to having budget reso-
lutions that are real, where real
choices are made, not pretending that
we are not going to spend any money
initially and then getting around to it
by having emergency designations.
That simply undermines the process.

I am probably in the minority on this
issue. I still remain very concerned to
the degree we have given the Depart-
ment discretion in distributing some of
our formula funds. I do not think that
they have the capacity to do it. So I
hope this institution keeps an eye on
how the agency does distribute formula
grants or simply grants in the future.
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Clearly, their ability to do it on a dis-
cretionary basis, I think, needs to be
examined; and I think they need much
better information to do that than
they have had in the past.

But it is a good bill. It has been a
pleasure working with Mr. ROGERS and
all of the other members of our sub-
committee. We have a good sub-
committee. I think this committee has
made a great contribution.

Mr. Chairman, I do have to ask one
question. I understand we have a vari-
ety of other bills relating to homeland
security that are authorizing bills,
that seem to be hanging up the ad-
journment or our recess. Am I wrong
that everything that is in this bill is
currently authorized? All of our money
can be spent that is in this bill? It is
not subject to any authorization?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. That is
correct, except for the new authorizing
languages that are in the bill. You are
correct, except for the newly author-
ized items that are in this bill.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time.

All of the money that is needed for
borders, for ports, all of the money we
have appropriated can be spent?

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. That is
correct.

Mr. SABO. I thank the gentleman.
And I thank the gentleman for his good
work.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I thank
the gentleman for his very, very kind
remarks; and I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEWIS), the chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, who
has been extremely helpful on this bill,
as all of the others.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of the fiscal year
2007 Homeland Security Appropriations
Conference Report. This is the second
of 11 individual conference reports I
hope to bring to the House floor for
consideration this year.

The conference report funds the De-
partment of Homeland Security at $34.8
billion for fiscal year 2007, an increase
of $2.3 billion over the fiscal year be-
fore.

Mr.
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The conference agreement aggres-
sively addresses our most critical
homeland security needs including bor-
der and immigration security; port,
cargo and container security; transpor-
tation security; natural disaster pre-
paredness and response; and support to
State and local first responders.

I would really like to praise Chair-
man ROGERS and Ranking Member
SABO for their very fine bipartisan
work; but to my colleague MARTIN
SABO, let me say not just a colleague
and congressional classmate, MARTIN
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SABO is one of the finest people I have
known since I have been in Congress. I
would say to MARTIN, a job well done,
my friend, not just for, of course, this
piece of work, but most important, for
a lifetime of work on behalf of your
country.
Chairman ROGERS has spoken to the
specifics of the conference report so I
will again direct my attention to the
need to complete our appropriations
work this year.
As the body knows, the Appropria-
tions Committee has made tremendous
strides over the last 2 years in reform-
ing the process of adopting our annual
spending bills. The Appropriations
Committee has been strongly com-
mitted to bringing to this floor indi-
vidual conference reports for each and
every bill. We were successful in doing
so last year. I hope to replicate that
success again this year.
To underscore this point, Chairman
COCHRAN and I sent a letter to both
Speaker HASTERT and Majority Leader
FRIST this week reiterating our sup-
port for completing each of our bills in
regular order and not resorting to an
end-of-session omnibus spending bill. I
would like to submit for the RECORD
that letter at this point.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC, September 25, 2006.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,

Speaker of the House,

Washington, DC.

Hon. WILLIAM H. FRIST,

Senate Majority Leader,

Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER AND MAJORITY LEADER
FRIST: As we approach the end of the pre-
election legislative session, the Appropria-
tions Committees are preparing to present to
our chambers the conference reports for
funding the Department of Defense and the
Department of Homeland Security. While
progress is being made with these two major
bills, we want to reiterate our commitment
to moving each of the individual appropria-
tions subcommittee conference reports at
the earliest possible date this year. We know
that you, too, share this goal.

Thanks to your leadership last year, we
were able to complete each of the appropria-
tions bills individually within the estab-
lished budgetary constraints and avoid a
massive, year-end ‘“‘omnibus’ spending bill.
This represented a remarkable victory for
taxpayers and demonstrated that Congress
was capable of completing its constitutional
responsibilities on time and on budget. Upon
our selection as Chairmen, we committed to
you and our colleagues that we would work
to restore regular order to the appropria-
tions process. We remain committed to pass-
ing conference reports individually again
this year.

Maintaining regular order and passing in-
dividual conference reports within the pa-
rameters of the budget resolution is an im-
portant part of controlling spending. It is
our belief that omnibus legislation that by-
passes the regular order is not in the best in-
terest of the Congress, or ultimately the tax-
payer. Whether we work through the holi-
days or pass long-term continuing resolu-
tions, we are committed to completing the
FY 2007 appropriations process in an open
and orderly manner, without resorting to an
omnibus strategy.

Our Committees remain committed to
completing our work at the earliest possible
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date. We thank you for your assistance in
this endeavor and we look forward to work-
ing with you as we together accomplish our
legislative goals this year.
Sincerely,
JERRY LEWIS,
Chairman, House Committee on
Appropriations.
THAD COCHRAN,
Chairman, Senate Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. Speaker, early in the process I
made it very clear to our leadership
and to our Members that the Appro-
priations Committee would not enter-
tain the prospect of an omnibus spend-
ing bill. This committee is doing every-
thing in its power to ensure that this
does not happen.

The Appropriations Committee
passed each of the 11 spending bills
through the full committee by June 20
of this year, and passed 10 of 11 bills off
the House floor by June 30. We remain
committed to pass the final appropria-
tions bill at a moment’s notice.

The Appropriations Committee made
a commitment to move its spending
bills individually, in regular order, and
within the framework of the budget
resolution. We have done that. The Ap-
propriations Committee has kept its
word.

Moving our spending bills individ-
ually is the only way to maintain fiscal
discipline. The pursuit of an omnibus
strategy is a budget-buster and an invi-
tation to unrestrained spending. If his-
tory is any guide, an omnibus spending
bill would become a vehicle for other
forms of legislative mischief.

Again, Chairman COCHRAN and I
would ask our colleagues to avoid that
approach and move forward in passing
individual conference reports. To-
gether, we remain committed to com-
pleting our work at the earliest pos-
sible date.

I also urge the adoption of this con-
ference report in a vote later today.

As I close these comments, let me
say one more time, Mr. ROGERS and Mr.
SABO have a reflection in this bill of
the finest of bipartisan efforts, exactly
the kind of effort that will cause the
Congress to rise in the respect of the
American people.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to my friend from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I simply
want to say that I am pleased to be
able to support this bill. I very much
regret the fact that we will only have
completed two out of the 11 appropria-
tion bills by the end of the fiscal year.
That, in my view, is not the fault of
the Appropriations Committee on ei-
ther side of the aisle. It is very much
the fault of the fact that this institu-
tion chose to adopt a budget resolution
which did not accurately reflect the po-
litical center of gravity in the Repub-
lican Party, much less the Democratic
Party when you take a look at the po-
sitions of each House.

Having said that, I want to take this
opportunity to comment on something
the President said yesterday because
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the President told the country that
those of us on this side of the aisle
were, in effect, soft on security and
soft on defending this country.

I regret very much that the Presi-
dent has chosen to govern this country
by dividing it rather than uniting it. I
took a great deal of pleasure in work-
ing with the President’s father in
working out many a legislative com-
promise. We did the same thing with
President Clinton. We did the same
thing with President Carter. We even
on many occasions did the same thing
with President Reagan and President
Nixon. But this is the first President I
have known who has seemed to pur-
posely divide the country in order to
govern, and I just want to trace what
the facts are with respect to defending
the homeland.

I remember, in August of 2001 when I
was at home in Wisconsin, receiving a
call from my staff director telling me
he had just been briefed by the CIA and
that they were extremely concerned
about the traffic that they were inter-
cepting around the world, and they
thought something big was up, did not
know if it was domestic or inter-
national, but the intelligence commu-
nity was very worried that something
was coming. That was in August, just
before 9/11.

The day before 9/11, Attorney General
Ashcroft met with his staff to set out
their priorities for the year, and in
that meeting, he was presented a
spreadsheet with various boxes indi-
cating which would be his preferred ac-
tivities and activities of focus for the
coming year. He declined to check any
of the boxes that had anything to do
with antiterrorism. He was, in fact,
urged by his staff to reconsider and re-
jected that advice and told the staff,
“No, I want to focus on drugs.”” The At-
torney General denied that in a hear-
ing of our committee, but in fact, my
office had been leaked the documents
by his own agency that showed exactly
what he had done in that meeting.

Then, after we were hit by anthrax, I
called BILL YOUNG, who was then the
chairman of the full committee, and
suggested that since we could not get
into our offices, we talk to the security
agencies to see what they felt they
needed in order to respond to the
threat represented by 9/11.

We talked to the FBI, the NSA, CIA,
you name it, all of the security agen-
cies. On a bipartisan basis, we put to-
gether a listing of action items, and
then we cut it and we cut it and then
requested to see the President.

We went down to see the President.
He came into the room. Before we
could say a word, he said, “Well, I un-
derstand some of you want to spend
more money than I have requested for
homeland security.” He said, “My good
friend Mitch Daniels here from OMB
tells us that we have got enough
money in our budget, and so I want you
to know, if you appropriate a dollar
more than I have asked for, I will veto
the bill. T have got time for four or five
comments and I am out of here.”
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Senator STEVENS said, ‘“‘Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not think you understand, we
have already agreed. We will knock off
any item you do not want. We are not
trying to have an argument. We just
want something done.”

Senator BYRD made the same point,
and then I asked the President, I said,
“Mr. President, I have been coming
down here for 30 years, this is the first
time any President has ever told me
his mind was closed before the subject
was even open.” I said, ‘I want to ask
you four questions about Federal in-
stallations, which we have been told by
your own people, your own security
people, are gravely at risk of terrorist
attack, their words, not mine.” I asked
him about them. It was clear he had
not been briefed on them. I did not ex-
pect him to. He is a busy man.

But we walked out of there after
being told by the President that he
would veto any additional efforts to
provide funds for homeland security.
Despite that fact, we went back up to
Capitol Hill and eventually added more
than $2 billion to the President’s re-
quest, and he signed the bill.

The following year, the President
held a press conference bragging about
the fact that the Customs agency had
this new port security arrangement,
new inspection of cargo coming into
this country, and he had a press con-
ference bragging about it, and then
pocket vetoed the money to make it
happen. I felt that that was enough to
give hypocrisy a bad name.

So that is very basically the early
history of what the President’s record
is in terms of resisting bipartisan ef-
forts to strengthen homeland security
funding.

I remember going out to the CIA and
watching in real-time as we could see
what the Predators flying over in Af-
ghanistan were seeing when they were
looking for bin Laden, and I know what
the CIA people thought about the
President’s decision to divert a signifi-
cant portion of our resources from the
job of nailing bin Laden to preparing
for the war in Iraq. They were not very
happy about it, and we were not either.

Since that time, on seven different
occasions on this side of the aisle, we
have tried to add funding to the Presi-
dent’s budget for homeland security
and to the committee budget.

I want to make clear I think the sub-
committee has done the best it could,
given the allocation that it was given
under the Republican budget; but that
does not mean that the allocation was
adequate. The record is clear that the
President on numerous occasions of-
fered inadequate budgets which had to
be augmented by this committee on a
bipartisan basis.

So I think it comes with considerable
ill grace and with considerable rein-
venting of history for the President to
suggest that there is any difference of
opinion between the two parties with
respect to our dedication to protecting
the homeland. He knows it is not so,
but campaign rhetoric is getting in the
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way of the facts as far as he is con-
cerned.

So I just want to make the point that
I do not question the President’s patri-
otism because he chose to put tax cuts
as a higher priority than even addi-
tional funding for homeland security.
That is a judgment he made, and that
is a judgment he will have to defend. I
do not question his patriotism. I ques-
tion his judgment. I think that it
comes with considerably ill grace from
a man who has the track record of re-
fusing efforts of this Congress to
strengthen homeland security on var-
ious occasions, to have that man ques-
tion anybody else’s dedication to this
country, question anybody else’s dedi-
cation to defending this country.

The record does not bear out his
claims, and I think if you check the
record, you will find out that every
statement I have made today is fully
true and accurate.

With that, I thank the gentleman for
the time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise the gentleman from
Minnesota has 8 minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from Kentucky has
16 minutes remaining.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. KING), the very distinguished
chairman of the authorizing Com-
mittee on Homeland Security in the
House, whose cooperation on this bill
has been fabulous, for the purpose of a
colloquy.

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I rise for the purpose of
engaging in a colloquy with Chairman
ROGERS and Chairman SENSENBRENNER.
I would like to address the meaning of
section 546 of the fiscal year 2007 De-
partment of Homeland Security appro-
priations conference report regarding
the Western Hemisphere Traveling Ini-
tiative, also known as WHTI.

I would like to establish the fact that
the language proposed in the con-
ference report does not require a delay
in implementation; in fact, the date
change does not prohibit the adminis-
tration from complying with its origi-
nal deadline of January 1, 2008.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KING of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I agree it is important to recognize
that paragraph 1(a) requires that the
Secretary of Homeland Security de-
velop and implement a plan for appro-
priate passports or other documents as
expeditiously as possible. It then in-
structs the Secretary to complete im-
plementation of WHTI by no later than
the earlier of June 1, 2009, or 3 months
from the date the conditions of para-
graph 1(b) are met.

Thus, the Secretary may and, indeed
must, begin the implementation proc-
ess earlier than the June 1, 2009, dead-
line to ensure that he meets this man-
date.
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KING of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, both gentlemen are correct.
WHTI is vital to our homeland secu-
rity, and I am absolutely committed to
ensuring it is put in place.

The conference report requires the
Departments of Homeland Security and
State to implement WHTI no later
than 3 months after the security re-
quirements are met or by June 1, 2009,
whichever is earlier.
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We urge DHS and State to quickly
develop the PASS card technology,
card readers, and procedures to enable
the earliest possible deployment of the
system at our sea and land ports of
entry.

Again, let me make this clear. The
conference report does not force a
delay upon WHTI. It is up to DHS and
State to make sure the program works
securely and is implemented as soon as
possible, which can and should be in ac-
cordance with the original WHTI dead-
line of January 1, 2008.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP),
a very valuable member of this sub-
committee, hardworking, and a con-
feree on the bill.

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman for the outstanding job he
does.

This $34.8 billion brings the total
that we have spent on this Department
since September 11, 2001, to $151.7 bil-
lion, a significant investment in this
new Department.

I want to hail the service of MARTY
SABO over the years but specifically on
this subcommittee and because of his
cooperation specifically in one area
where he and Chairman ROGERS have
been brilliant. They have used the
power of the purse to force this Depart-
ment to move towards efficiency and
accountability, something that was
really missing for a long period of
time. We have withheld money from
them pending reports and account-
ability over and over again.

I want to report on two areas today
where we are making great progress be-
cause of our work on this sub-
committee. Science and technology
was woefully inadequate. It is now
moving rapidly. Admiral Cohen has
come in, and he is outstanding. We are
deploying new technologies, and we are
really spending the money much more
wisely. Great progress has been made.

Another area is where we created and
helped the administration form the
DNDO, the Defense Nuclear Detection
Organization. Nuclear problems in
homeland security are our greatest
threats. Mr. EDWARDS, on the Demo-
cratic side, and myself and others have
really been active here to make sure
this new agency is effectively detecting
the nuclear threat and advancing those
technologies. This funding is $481 mil-
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lion. We forced it up above the admin-
istration’s request to that figure. It
still is not enough. I would rather have
had the Senate number of $500 million,
but we are making great strides there
now as well.

Also, the border is much more secure
today than it was a year ago. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota is exactly
right. This subcommittee has been se-
curing the border each and every year
but dramatically in the last year. We
now are sending 99 percent of them
back.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to wish
happy birthday to Michelle. Thank you
for your service.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, how much
time do we have left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 8 minutes remaining.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Good luck to you,
Martin, and thank you for your service
and the great job you have done for
America. Both sides working together
on this legislation speaks for itself.

The conference report I support.
There is real good in this legislation.
As the author of the FIRE Act, I am
glad to see that the Congress has re-
stored the President’s draconian cuts
to this successful program. $662 million
for FIRE grants, including $115 million
for the SAFER Act will allow us to
continue to provide for the critical
equipment and staffing needs of fire de-
partments nationwide.

I am also heartened by the fact that
we kept FEMA in Homeland Security. I
think that is very, very important,
rather than make it a separate organi-
zation. Combining many of the Depart-
ment’s preparedness functions with
FEMA and keeping it in DHS is wise
and, I think, sound policy.

But there is some missed opportuni-
ties here. I cannot let this go by with-
out projecting this and asking every-
one in this room to think about it. We
have done everything to try to put be-
fore the American people and the Con-
gress the necessity for interoperability
dollars. We had it in the budget, we
came to agreement on both sides, but
it is not there anymore.

We said that this was the most dif-
ficult task facing our police and our
fire, yet we take $3.1 billion out in
dedicated interoperability funding. We
have had hearings on this in Wash-
ington State and hearings in New Jer-
sey, and this is not the way to treat
our law enforcement. It is not the way.

Five years after 9/11, the Department
still does not have a dedicated inter-
operability grant program; and, as a re-
sult, State and localities are still rob-
bing Peter to pay Paul by using a huge
amount of their homeland security
grant funding.

I am also concerned that the chem-
ical security provisions within this bill
will not facilitate adequate security to
an industry that needs it.

Again, I want to thank those who put
this legislation, this conference report
together.
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM), a very
valuable member of the subcommittee
and of the conference.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman, and I rise in support of
this conference agreement and urge my
colleagues to also support it. I also
want to commend Chairman ROGERS,
Mr. SABO, and the subcommittee staffs
on both sides for their great work on
this bill.

I also want to take note that this is
the last time that Congressman MARTY
SABO will be on the floor with the
Homeland Security appropriations bill.
He has been a key member of the sub-
committee and a valued member of the
full committee, and on behalf of Kathy
and myself, we wish you and Sylvia the
very, very best for the future. You are
great people, and it has been an honor
to get to know you. I appreciate your
great career here.

The process of putting together this
appropriations bill to address the oper-
ational needs of the Homeland Security
Department has once again been a very
difficult one. As I participated in the
process on this bill, I have come to the
conclusion that our approach to fund-
ing homeland security has been well
thought out in the face of having to
make difficult choices. This year, as in
the past, we have worked hard to bal-
ance the priorities. While I am not
fully satisfied with some of the
choices, overall I am pleased with
many of the components of this bill.

For example, I am very happy that
we put extra funding into enhancement
of border security. We added funds for
new border patrol personnel and cap-
ital infrastructure. This is one more
significant step toward the best com-
bination of assets to protect our bor-
ders. This is a must, in my view.

I am also pleased that we have in-
cluded a structural overhaul of FEMA,
an issue that had to be addressed. The
components of the overall bill set
FEMA on a path to better carrying out
its mission.

At the end of the day, there are no
perfect answers to our homeland secu-
rity problems, and there is no perfect
dollar resource level for any of these
homeland functions. We are not going
to reach a 100 percent security um-
brella no matter what level of funding
we allocate to the homeland function.
Since we cannot reach security perfec-
tion and because our resources are lim-
ited, we simply have to allocate re-
sources wisely, and we have done that
again this year.

I would ask all Members to support
this conference report.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, allow me to thank the distin-
guished gentleman and pay him a great
debt of gratitude for his service and for
his fight. MARTIN SABO knows his busi-
ness, and he gets the job done, and I
simply want to thank him very much.
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I wish as we proceed in this bill that
there were elements of it that really
could answer the questions that the
American people ask about homeland
security. I am disappointed we could
not work out the right kind of ap-
proach to chemical security, primarily
because I live in a region that has a siz-
able number of chemical plants and,
most recently, we have experienced a
number of incidents that have im-
pacted the surrounding neighborhoods.
So I would have hoped we would have
been able to implement a plan that had
a great deal more teeth to it than what
we now have in this bill.

Also, I would like to mention that,
although the Homeland Security Com-
mittee looked at and does agree with
FEMA remaining in the Homeland Se-
curity Department at this time, I am
disappointed that the monies, which we
really do need to reconstruct FEMA
and to make it work, one, are missing;
and, two, that the question of the
FEMA staffing is a question that has
not been answered.

Also, as my good friend from New
Jersey indicated, we are still fighting
the battle of interoperability, and that
is a key element, as reflected in the 9/
11 Commission report.

We also determined that the local
law enforcement is very, very unhappy
with the presence of the UASI grants
in FEMA. I wish we had had more time
for consultation to work with the Na-
tion’s chiefs of police to be able to en-
sure them that these grants would be
distributed fairly.

Much can be said about the improve-
ment of this bill, but, Mr. Speaker, I
would hope that we would have the op-
portunity to ensure that there is full
funding for homeland security and full
staffing. Without that, it cannot work.

| rise in support of the Conference Report to
the Homeland Security Appropriations Act of
2007 to H.R. 5441. Although the compromise
is far from perfect, on balance it contains
enough good things to warrant my support.

| am pleased that the legislation includes all
of the recommendations that the Democrats
on the Homeland Security Committee released
in February, entitled “Directing FEMA Towards
Success: A Democratic Report and Legislative
Solution.” The legislation combines some of
the Department's preparedness functions
(Grants and Training, U.S. Fire Administration,
and the National Capital Region office) with
FEMA and keeps the new entity within the De-
partment. It requires that the Administrator of
FEMA possess a demonstrated ability in and
knowledge of emergency management and
homeland security and have no less than 5
years of executive leadership and manage-
ment experience. Finally, the legislation des-
ignates the Administrator as the principal advi-
sor to the President for all matters pertaining
to emergency management and authorizes the
President to designate the Administrator to
serve as a member of the Cabinet during
emergencies.

INTEROPERABILITY FUNDING TO MEET THE NEEDS OF

LOCAL RESPONDERS

It is unfortunate that Republicans opposed
the inclusion of $3.1 billion dedicated inter-
operability funding for state and local first re-
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sponders. Five years after the 9/11 attacks
and one year after Hurricane Katrina, the De-
partment still does not have a dedicated inter-
operability grant program. As a result, states
and localities are still robbing Peter to pay
Paul by using a huge amount of their home-
land security grant funding—in some instances
80%—to purchase communications equip-
ment. States and localities are forced to short-
change first responder training, local terrorism
prevention activities and securing the nation’s
critical infrastructure.

Although the bill shortchanges interoper-
ability, the legislation does include increased
authorizations in FY 2008 for a variety of pro-
grams that Democrats have championed
throughout the process. These include:

A $20 million increase for the Urban Search
and Rescue Teams;

A $30 million increase for the Metropolitan
Medical Response System;

A $175 million increase in FY 2008 for the
Emergency Management Performance Grant
program; and

$4 million in grants for the administration of
the Emergency Management Assistance Com-
pact, which is used to coordinate assistance
between the states during disasters.

FEMA

With respect to the new FEMA’s overall
funding, the legislation also authorizes a 10%
annual increase over the next three years for
administration and operations. It remains to be
seen whether the Administration will include
this crucial funding in their 2008 budget re-
quest.

My Democratic colleagues on the Homeland
Security Committee, including Ranking Mem-
ber BENNIE THOMPSON (MS), Representatives
JANE HARMAN (CA), NITA Lowey (NY), BILL
PASCRELL (NJ), and | have been outspoken
leaders in the effort to solve the problem of
interoperability for our Nation’s first respond-
ers. Although the majority blocked our at-
tempts to provide dedicated funding to ad-
dress the issue, the legislation does adopt
many Democratic provisions related to emer-
gency communications.

The legislation creates an Office of Emer-
gency Communications to support, promote,
monitor, and promulgate operable and inter-
operable communication capabilities, consoli-
dating various offices across the Federal gov-
ernment. Additionally, it requires the develop-
ment of a National Emergency Communica-
tions Plan that would identify ways to expedite
the adoption of consensus standards for emer-
gency communications equipment and rec-
ommend both short and long-term solutions to
overcoming obstacles to achieving nationwide
interoperability and operability.

It also mandates the completion of a na-
tional baseline study assessing the state of
operability and interoperability among Federal,
state, tribal, and local governments. Finally, it
ensures that recipients of homeland security
grants are coordinating and operating con-
sistent with the goals and recommendations of
the National Emergency Communications
Plan.

Unfortunately, and for no apparent policy
reason, this legislation fails to place this new
Office of Emergency Communications where it
most logically belongs—FEMA. Instead, it is
an outlier—grouped in with the office that
oversees cybersecurity. By failing to do this,
Republicans have perpetuated—and written
into law—the very fragmentation of the pre-
paredness and response functions that led to
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the Administration’s failed response to Hurri-
cane Katrina.

While the bill authorizes the existing Chief
Medical Officer and gives him primary respon-
sibility for medical preparedness issues in the
Department, Republicans rebuffed efforts by
Homeland Security Democrats to locate this
office where it most logically belongs—within
FEMA. In addition, provisions to establish a
program to assess, monitor, and study the
health and safety of first responders involved
in disasters was stripped by the Republicans,
as was language to direct the Chief Medical
Officer to provide guidance for the Metropoli-
tan Medical Response System and to develop
and update guidelines for State, local, and
tribal governments for medical response plans
for WMD attacks.

Additionally, the legislation authorizes a na-
tional training and exercise program for first
responders, as well as a comprehensive as-
sessment system and a remedial action pro-
gram to identify and disseminate lessons
learned. However, Republicans stripped out a
Democratic proposal—accepted by the Major-
ity in the Homeland Security Committee bill—
to authorize an exercise to prepare for pan-
demic influenza.

Finally, the bill stripped a Democratic provi-
sion to create an Office of Public and Commu-
nity Preparedness, which was proposed to ad-
dress a lesson learned from Hurricane
Katrina—that citizens need to be prepared to
protect themselves and their families and can-
not rely on assistance for the first few days of
a disaster. The office would have consolidated
various programs at the Department of Home-
land Security into one office with the primary
responsibility within the Department for assist-
ing the efforts of State, local, and tribal gov-
ernments in preparing citizens and commu-
nities in the United States for acts of terrorism,
natural disasters, and other emergencies.

Notwithstanding these weaknesses, | will
support the Conference Report because on
balance the weaknesses, which | will work to
eliminate next year, are outweighed by the fol-
lowing good provisions:

Prohibits the Secretary from allocating, re-
allocating, establishing, consolidating, altering,
or discontinuing organizational units within
FEMA under the authority of section 872 of
the Homeland Security Act of 2002.

Creates a national and 10 regional advisory
councils (one in each FEMA region) made of
up local officials, emergency managers, first
responders and the private sector, to advise
the Administrator and each of the regional Ad-
ministrators and ensure coordination.

Creates a Disability Coordinator, a position
advocated by Rep. JAMES LANGEVIN (D-RI), to
ensure that the needs of individuals with dis-
abilities are being properly addressed in emer-
gency preparedness and disaster relief.

Directs the Administrator, in coordination
with the heads of other appropriate agencies,
to provide evacuation preparedness technical
assistance to state local and tribal govern-
ments. Democrats on the Committee had in-
troduced legislation on this issue over a year
ago.

Directs the Administrator to collaborate with
local and state officials and first responder
groups to develop standards for the
credentialing of first responders and the typing
of resources needed to respond to disasters.

Codifies the national preparedness goal, tar-
get capabilities list, national planning sce-
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narios, and creates a national preparedness
system to prepare the nation for all hazards.
Many of these activities are currently being
undertaken by the Department.

Directs the Administrator to develop a
“transparent and flexible” logistics system for
procurement and delivery of goods and serv-
ices necessary for an effective and timely re-
sponse to disasters.

Directs the Administer to develop and sub-
mit a strategic human capital plan to shape
and improve the agency workforce and author-
izes the Administrator to pay a bonus to re-
cruit and retain individuals in positions other-
wise hard to fill.

Creates a National Child Reunification Cen-
ter within the Center for Missing and Exploited
Children as well as a National Emergency
Family Registry and Locator System.

For these reasons, | will support the Con-
ference Report and | urge my colleagues to
join me.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SWEENEY),
another very important member of this
subcommittee who has helped us enor-
mously.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
been on this committee since its incep-
tion 4 years ago. It is probably my
most challenging duty here in Con-
gress. It is one of my greatest honors,
and I have to tell you, every year this
appropriation measure is probably the
steepest climb that we have because we
know now that the threats we face, the
challenges we face are enormous, and
any arbitrary amount of money can’t
bring us to a place of perfection.

I want to salute the chairman for his
great work. This is probably one of the
best bills that you have been able to
produce, Chairman, and they have all
been pretty darn good, and so I really
appreciate your leadership.

To Mr. SABO, I wish you well. You
have had a great career. It has been an
honor, especially in these past 4 years,
to serve with you and watch your lead-
ership.

What I would like both of you to
know is that our staffs here are some
of the unsung heroes and I think the
real patriots. They do incredible work.
They listen, they study, and then they
enact, and they enable us to do some of
the good things we are doing here, and
they have enabled us to make this Na-
tion more secure.

The American people need to know
this committee has served respectfully
and greatly in a bipartisan fashion. For
example, since 9/11, we have been able
to provide almost $40 billion for first
responders. In this report is an exam-
ple: $662 million for the assistance of
firefighter grant programs, $7 million
more than the 2006 number was and
$370 million more than what the Presi-
dent asked for.

We also found that balance by finding
minimal security levels throughout the
Nation that are satisfactory and, as
well, made sure we had targeted
money, $770 million, for the Urban
Area Security Initiative. We do sub-
stantial work on ports, $4.34 billion;
and $21 billion on the borders.
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Mr. Chairman, I think you have real-
ly identified what those priorities are,
and we have balanced them very well.

Finally, on WHTI, I just want to say
that I think we have worked out a
flexible compromise that will allow us
to provide security and maintain our
economic interests.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), chairman of the
Coast Guard Subcommittee in the
House.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
for the purpose of engaging in a col-
loquy with Chairman ROGERS.

Mr. Speaker, I recognize concerns ex-
pressed about the Coast Guard’s C4ISR
program. This is a critically important
program providing a deployable pre-
emptive capability to prevent or stop
the movement of terrorists and their
weapons before they reach the home-
land. I would hope that the Chair
would agree that if the C4ISR program
is able to adequately address the con-
cerns contained in the conference re-
port that you would look favorably
upon this program in the future.
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. If the gen-
tleman will yield, I agree with the gen-
tleman from New Jersey that this is an
important program; and I can assure
him that, should we receive informa-
tion that the Coast Guard has ad-
dressed our concerns, we will give the
program favorable consideration in the
future.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you very
much, and thank you for your hard
work.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. KING), the chairman of the
authorizing committee.

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the chairman for yielding.

Let me at the outset thank Chairman
ROGERS for the extraordinary work he
has done and the extraordinary co-
operation he has exhibited toward the
Homeland Security Committee.

There are two key components of
this appropriations bill which are in
fact legislation passed by our com-
mittee and which Mr. ROGERS has so
generously moved forward for us: cer-
tainly FEMA reform, and chemical
plant security.

On the issue of FEMA reform, let me
also commend Chairman REICHERT for
the extraordinary work he did at the
subcommittee and committee level;
and on the chemical plant security leg-
islation, let me commend Chairman
LUNGREN for his work.

As someone coming from New York,
let me point out the fact that this leg-
islation includes a $30 million increase
for the Urban Area Security Initiative,
UASI, a grant program particularly
important for the New York City and
the metropolitan area.

On FEMA reform, this is real reform.
This gives FEMA the leverage and the
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power and the autonomy it needs with-
in the overall perspective of homeland
security.

As far as chemical plant security,
this is extraordinary legislation be-
cause for the first time it gives the De-
partment of Homeland Security rule-
making power over the chemical plant
industry.

I could go on for great length about
this legislation, but I would like to
yield to Sheriff REICHERT.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 5441, the fiscal
year 2007 Homeland Security Appro-
priations Conference Report. I would
like to discuss the Post-Katrina Emer-
gency Management Reform Act of 2006,
which is included as title VI.

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Emergency Preparedness, Science, and
Technology and as one of title VI's
principal authors, I proudly announce
today both Chambers and both parties
have come together and reached a land-
mark agreement in reforming FEMA.

Mr. Speaker, when you Google the
term “FEMA,” over 2 million hits pop
up. Fixing FEMA has been on the fore-
front of the American consciousness
since Hurricanes Katrina and Rita last
year. Some said it couldn’t be done.

Mr. Speaker, we have done it. The
important reforms of FEMA are based
in large part on H.R. 5351, which I in-
troduced on May 11, 2006, and which
passed the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity less than 1 week later.

Finally, this legislation addresses
emergency communications. Congress
has already appropriated billions of
dollars for interoperability. However,
standards are still not established.
Many States do not have plans state-
wide and are still working on it.

Before spending billions more, there
are less expensive but integral reforms
that must be implemented. Once these
reforms occur, then and only then
should we create an additional grant
program. I look forward to working in
a bipartisan way to create that new
grant program.

The American public demanded that
Congress fix FEMA. This agreement
does that.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong support
of H.R. 5441, the “Fiscal Year 2007 Homeland
Security Appropriations Conference Report.”
In particular, I'd like to take a few moments to
discuss the “Post-Katrina Emergency Manage-
ment Reform Act of 2006,” which is included
in Title VI of H.R. 5441.

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on Emer-
gency Preparedness, Science, and Tech-
nology, and as one of Title VI's principal au-
thors, | am especially proud to announce that
both Chambers and both parties have reached
this landmark agreement to overhaul the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).

Mr. Speaker, if you Google the term “FEMA
Reform,” over 2 million hits will pop up. The
idea of fixing FEMA has been on the forefront
of the American consciousness since Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita last year. And some
said it couldn’t be done—that Congress could
not come together in a bipartisan, bicameral
way to fix this problem. There were too many
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obstacles and too much politics. That the
problem itself was simply too massive and no
one knew where to begin. But Mr. Speaker,
we have overcome those obstacles in the in-
terests of the American people. And, to do so,
we began by listening to those who know best
what the problems are and what the solutions
must be—our Nation’s first responders and
emergency managers.

This landmark agreement will, among other
things, reform FEMA by:

Elevating the standing of FEMA within the
Department of Homeland Security by pro-
moting the Administrator of FEMA to the level
of Deputy Secretary;

Requiring that the Administrator possess a
demonstrated ability in executive leadership
and management experience;

Directing the Administrator to serve as the
principal advisor to the President and others
for all matters relating to emergency manage-
ment;

Restoring the nexus between emergency
preparedness and response; and

Elevating the importance of emergency
communications within the Department by es-
tablishing an Office of Emergency Commu-
nications and requiring that Office to draft a
National Emergency Communications Plan
and conduct a baseline operability and inter-
operability assessment.

These and the other important reforms of
FEMA in Title VI are based, in large part, on
H.R. 5351, the “National Emergency Manage-
ment Reform and Enhancement Act of 2006,”
which | introduced on May 11, 2006 and which
passed the Committee on Homeland Security
less than one week later.

As a former law enforcement officer for
more than 33 years, | can assure my friends
in blue that nothing in this agreement would in
any way undermine the terrorism-specific
focus of the Department’s terrorism prepared-
ness grants and other prevention and protec-
tion programs. In fact, my colleagues and |
drafted the base text of this legislation with the
direct input of our Nation’s first responders.

Finally, some have recently brought up the
need to immediately create a new multi-billion
grant program for interoperability. However,
before spending additional billions of Federal
dollars on interoperable communications, there
are less expensive but integral reforms that
must first be implemented. This agreement
contains an entire subtitle of such reforms. As
a former Cop and Sheriff, | know that first re-
sponders need standards in place and that
States need to adopt Statewide Interoperable
Communication Plans to ensure that Federal
money is well spent. It is then, and only then,
that we should create an additional interoper-
ability grant program. However, once these re-
forms have been implemented, | look forward
to working in a bipartisan way to create that
new grant program.

However, to be clear, Congress has already
appropriated billions of dollars for emergency
communications. From FY 2003 through FY
2005, recipients of DHS’ terrorism prepared-
ness grants have obligated and spent more
than $2 billion on interoperability projects—the
single largest use of such grant funding. More-
over, the Department of Justice’s COPS pro-
gram has allocated more than $300 million for
interoperability to law enforcement agencies
during that same period of time. Finally, in the
Budget Reconciliation Act of 2005, Congress
established a $1 billion interoperability grant
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program to be administered by the Commerce
Department.

Following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, the
American public demanded that Congress fix
our Nation’s broken emergency management
system. This agreement does that and more.
It is for that reason that | urge my colleagues
to support this landmark, bipartisan legislation.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I have read the chem-
ical bill language, and I do not under-
stand whether that language preempts
the ability of a State to adopt more
stringent requirements than the Fed-
eral standards.

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker,
it is our understanding, and we had the
opinion of committee counsel on this,
that it does not preempt States.

Mr. SABO. The intention is not to
preempt the ability of the States.

Mr. KING of New York. That is not
the intention.

Mr. Speaker, let me just commend
the gentleman for his many years of
service to this House and wish him the
very best in the years to come.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER), who is Chairman of the Emer-
gency Management Subcommittee of
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure.

(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Chairman ROGERS for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of this legislation, in par-
ticular the FEMA reforms. It was a tre-
mendous effort by many, and I want to
extend my personal thanks to Chair-
man ROGERS, Chairman DON YOUNG,
Chairman DAVIS, Chairman KING and
Chairman REICHERT. This was truly a
collaborative effort, and I think we
have some important reforms for
FEMA here today.

FEMA was once one of the most well-
respected organizations in the Federal
Government, but Hurricane Katrina
demonstrated how badly FEMA de-
clined in just 3 years at DHS.

I had the privilege to serve on the
Katrina Committee that did the inves-
tigation and we laid out five principles
for reforming FEMA: The President
has to be involved in big disasters;
there must be a clear chain of com-
mand; preparedness must be put back
into FEMA; FEMA’s capabilities must
be restored and enhanced; and, finally,
we need an all-hazard approach to dis-
asters.

While I believe that pulling FEMA
out of DHS is the best way to embrace
these principles, I recognize that it is
not the only way. These principles
served as a foundation for the com-
promise we consider today.
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This bill fixes and improves FEMA.
With the leadership, authority and re-
sources necessary to respond effec-
tively to the next disaster. FEMA can
once again be a model Federal agency.
The American people deserve nothing
less.

Before I close, I would like to thank
the Emergency Management Sub-
committee staff who worked very long
hours on this important legislation:
Dan Matthews, Jennifer Hall and Hugh
Carroll, and also Liz Megginson from
the full committee. They did a great
job, and I want to thank them.

Mr. Speaker. | rise today to support this leg-
islation.

Prior to the creation of the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS), the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency (FEMA) was one
of the most well respected organizations in the
Federal government. Hurricane Katrina illus-
trated how badly FEMA had declined in less
than three short years.

| want to thank Chairman YOUNG for his
leadership and his oversight efforts over the
years to ensure that FEMA would remain a
model Federal agency. Through his leadership
on this bill, | believe FEMA will not only return
to its former status, but out perform the FEMA
we used to know.

| had the honor of serving on the House
Katrina Committee under Chairman DAviIs. He
deserves tremendous credit for leading the in-
vestigation. He made a commitment to follow
the facts wherever they took us, and he un-
covered a surprising record of actions and ne-
glect that undermined our Nation’s disaster
preparedness. Without his leadership, we
would not be here today.

There have been a lot of complaints that the
House has not consolidated jurisdiction over
the DHS into one committee. Today, | can tell
you that it is a good thing that jurisdiction over
DHS does not reside with one committee.

This bill balances the need to prepare for a
terrorist attack with all of the other hazards we
face. The Transportation Committee has dec-
ades of experience with emergency manage-
ment. The Homeland Security Committee
brings real expertise on terrorism matters. Be-
tween these two committees, we came up with
a good product.

I would like to thank Chairman KING and
Chairman REICHERT. This comprehensive re-
form could not have been possible without
their support, vast knowledge of preparedness
issues, and strong desire for reform.

After the Katrina Committee Investigation,
we laid out 5 principles for reforming FEMA.

First, Presidential involvement and profes-
sional disaster advice are essential.

Second, effective response requires a clear
chain of command.

Third, the four elements of emergency man-
agement need to be closely integrated and
managed, particularly preparedness and re-
sponse functions.

Fourth, FEMA’s essential response capabili-
ties must be restored and enhanced.

And fifth, the tension between the nation’s
all-hazards emergency management system
and terrorism preparedness must be resolved.

While my personal opinion is that pulling
FEMA out of DHS is the best way to embrace
these principles, | recognize that it is not the
only way. These five principles served as a
foundation for this compromise, which helped
us achieve comprehensive reform.
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This legislation elevates the Administrator to
the Deputy Secretary level and provides that
the Administrator will report directly to the
Secretary. It directs the Administrator to serve
as the principal advisor to the President, the
Homeland Security Council, and the Secretary
of Homeland Security for all matters relating to
emergency management and permits the
President to designate the Administrator as a
member of the Cabinet in the event of natural
disasters, acts of terrorism, and other man-
made disasters. Additionally, the Administrator
is given explicit responsibility for managing all
disasters.

Furthermore, | am proud that this bill clari-
fies the chain of command during the Federal
response to natural disasters, acts of ter-
rorism, and other man-made disasters by pro-
viding that the Federal Coordinating Officer
(FCO) is in charge. The bill also prohibits the
Principal Federal Official (PFO) from directing
or replacing the incident command structure at
an incident and limits the PFO’s authority over
Federal and State officials, including the FCO.

Additionally, this legislation returns all
grants, training, and preparedness programs
to FEMA, restoring the nexus between emer-
gency preparedness and response. These
grants and programs include the emergency
management performance grant program, fire
grants, terrorism preparedness grants, the ra-
diological emergency preparedness program,
the chemical stockpile emergency prepared-
ness program, and the metropolitan medical
response system.

This bill increases FEMA’s response capa-
bilities through a variety of tools. Through this
legislation FEMA will establish robust Regional
Offices, Regional Advisory Councils, and
multi-agency Regional Strike Teams to ensure
effective coordination and integration of re-
gional preparedness, protection, response,
mitigation, and recovery activities with State,
local, and tribal governments, emergency re-
sponse providers, emergency managers, and
other stakeholders. Additionally, the Adminis-
trator is provided a number of tools for rebuild-
ing FEMA’s professional and reserve
workforces through the use of a strategic
human capital plan, recruitment and retention
bonuses, and professional development and
education.

Finally, this bill establishes an all hazard na-
tional preparedness goal and system for bring-
ing direction, professional expertise, and ac-
countability to federal, state, and local pre-
paredness activities.

This bill puts FEMA back together again and
gives FEMA the tools and authority to do its
job. With the leadership, authority, and re-
sources necessary to respond effectively to
the next disaster, FEMA can once again be a
model agency within the Federal Government.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, before I yield back my
time, let me simply say to my friend
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT),
thank you for presiding today in a very
fair and efficient manner. It is a pleas-
ure working with the gentleman. And
on Twins.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Speaker, this year has been a dif-
ficult year for this bill, as they all are.
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We did not have all of the allocation
that we could have used. However, I
think we judiciously have spent the
moneys that were allocated to us.

There is no more important chore
that the Congress has, in my judgment,
than to protect the country as best we
can from its enemies and from natural
disasters. That is what this bill is all
about. It is such a huge undertaking.
We have got 7,500 miles of borders with
our neighbors, we have 12,000 miles of
coastline, including the Great Lakes,
440 commercial airports with 600 mil-
lion passengers a year internally and
many millions more from outside the
country, rail and subways and tunnels
and bridges and cyber structures, and
the financial system. Everything we
have is subject to attack, and it is a
very, very difficult chore for the gov-
ernment, both the executive branch
and certainly the legislative branch, to
try to get our arms around the mission
and to try to find the moneys there to
try to finance the effort to defend the
country against its enemies.

But I think we have done that within
this bill as best we can. We have cov-
ered practically every angle that you
can think of with plenty of funding. I
am especially pleased that we found
huge new sums to spend on border se-
curity. We can’t exist as a country if
we can’t protect that border, and that
is what this bill is all about in its main
emphasis.

Again, I want to thank MARTY SABO
for his years of service and friendship,
he and Sylvia. MARTY, you and Sylvia,
we wish you Godspeed.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, today,
the House debated the Conference Report for
Homeland Security Appropriations Act for Fis-
cal Year 2007. Section 535 of the conference
report included a provision that will allow indi-
viduals to import into the U.S. from Canada a
90-day supply of a prescription drug, on their
person, for their personal use. The provision
specifically exempts controlled substances and
biological products.

As the Chairman of the authorizing Com-
mittee with jurisdiction over the regulation of
drugs and biological products, it is important
for me to clarify what the language in this sec-
tion means in regards to biologic products.
The exemption applies to biological products,
as that term is defined in Section 351 of the
Public Health Service Act. The legislation does
not confine the exception of only to those
products licensed under Section 351 of the
PHSA. This is an important distinction. To be
clear, the language exempts biologic products
licensed under the Public Health Service Act
and those approved under the Federal Food,
Drug and Cosmetic Act.

Members have also asked questions and of-
fered various wishful opinions as to whether
the chemical security section of the 2007
Homeland Security Appropriations bill pre-
empts state or local law. Perhaps a review of
the evolution of this provision would shed
some light for Members. The House Com-
mittee on Homeland Security considered a bill
in July that carried an amendment to explicitly
state that the bill would not preempt state law.
Why? Because Members recognized correctly
that State or local laws that conflict with or
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frustrate the purpose of Federal laws are pre-
empted by the Federal law in the absence of
explicit Federal language to the contrary, and
the amendment’s proponents wanted to en-
sure that States would not be so constrained.
However, that bill was never considered by ei-
ther body of Congress. When Senator BYRD
initiated the process of using the 2007 Home-
land Security Appropriations bill as a vehicle
for legislating a Federal chemical security pro-
gram, and then other Members began to ven-
ture suggestions to amend Senator BYRD's
language in conference, the Chairmen of the
three authorizing Committees, one in the other
body and two in this body, were consulted.

During negotiations it was discussed and
consciously decided among the authorizing
committee negotiators to not include a provi-
sion exempting this section from Federal pre-
emption because we do not want a patchwork
of chemical security programs, and we do not
want chemical facilities that are trying to se-
cure themselves against threats of terrorism
caught in a bind of wondering whether their
site security complies with all law. It was only
upon the agreement of the three authorizing
Committee Chairmen that the Appropriations
Conferees included the chemical security pro-
vision in the Appropriations Conference Re-
port.

During Appropriations Conference delibera-
tions, some Members argued and voted
against including the chemical security sec-
tion, in part because it was silent on preemp-
tion. However, they were outvoted. We are
fully confident that courts of law, if ever faced
with such a question, will examine the State or
local provision and decide for themselves
whether it conflicts with or frustrates the pur-
pose of Federal law, including the chemical
security section of the 2007 Homeland Secu-
rity  Appropriations  bill and  Section
101(b)(1)(F) of the Homeland Security Act of
2002 which states explicitly that the mission of
the Department of Homeland Security includes
ensuring “that the overall economic security of
the United States is not diminished by efforts,
activities, and programs aimed at securing the
homeland.”

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, the conference
report we are considering today on the House
floor fails to close dangerous homeland secu-
rity loopholes that continue to put Americans
at risk more than 5 years after the 9/11 at-
tacks.

This bill fails to include strong chemical se-
curity language that had been agreed to, on a
bipartisan basis, in the Homeland Security
Committee.

But Republicans have caved to the wishes
of their allies in the chemical industry by
crafting weak provisions that do not provide
the security safeguards that are urgently need-
ed to protect Americans.

The fact is, there are nightclubs in New
York City that are harder to get into than some
of our chemical plants. This bill fails to fix the
problem.

This bill also does not contain a mandate
that all of the cargo on passenger planes be
screened before it is placed onboard.

An amendment | offered to require 100 per-
cent cargo screening on passenger planes
passed the House overwhelmingly three years
ago as part of the Department of Homeland
Security’s spending bill. But the Bush adminis-
tration ensured that the provision was deleted
from the final version of the bill, and Repub-
licans have blocked it ever since.
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In addition, this bill fails to provide the re-
sources needed to ensure that our airports
have the equipment needed to detect explo-
sives that may be hidden in bags bound for
airliners.

Earlier this month, a nonpartisan report de-
veloped by experts from air carriers, airport
operators, the Federal Government and con-
tractors recommended that Congress should
“continue Federal appropriations of at least
$435 million for purchase and installation of
Explosive Detection Systems, escalating annu-
ally.”

And what have Republicans in Congress
decided is the appropriate funding level for the
purchase and installation of explosive detec-
tion equipment at airports? About $150 million,
or roughly one-third the amount recommended
by the experts.

This is another example of Republicans
nickel-and-diming homeland security while
writing a blank check for the War in Iraq.

The foiled London bombing plot last month
shined a light on the Bush administration’s
bungling of the research, development and de-
ployment of systems that can detect liquid ex-
plosives at airports.

In its final report card, the 9/11 Commission
gave the Federal Government’s checked bag
screening capabilities a “D” and directed that
“The TSA should expedite the installation of
advanced (in-line) baggage screening equip-
ment.” But almost a year later, we’re still far
behind where we need to be.

This bill also does not address another avia-
tion security weakness that leaves us vulner-
able to a terrorist attack.

Specifically, the bill keeps in place an artifi-
cial cap that Republicans have placed on the
number of airport screeners that can be hired.
This is creating security challenges at our air-
ports, as passenger traffic increases, and
workers are expected to be on guard for a
growing array of threats.

According to the bipartisan report released
earlier this month “without adequate capital in-
vestment, screener staffing levels would have
to increase significantly to maintain 100%
electronic screening.”

But we currently have the worst of both
worlds: Republicans refuse to invest the need-
ed funds in explosive detection equipment
while they also cap the number of screeners
regardless of security needs. This is a dan-
gerous, wrong-headed policy that puts Ameri-
cans at risk.

This bill also fails to sufficiently fund the
Metropolitan Medical Response System, a
vital program designed to limit casualties in
the event of a major emergency, such as a
nuclear attack or avian flu outbreak.

Clearly, our country needs a New Direction
to ensure that security loopholes are closed
and Americans are protected from terrorists
determined to inflict another devastating attack
on our country.

Republicans continue to ignore glaring loop-
holes such as porous security safeguards at
chemical plants, failure to scan all the cargo
on passenger planes, flawed checkpoint
screening equipment, and the lack of enough
TSA screeners.

As a result, Republicans are providing our
nation with homeland insecurity, rather than
the real security that Americans deserve.

| urge a “no” vote on this bill.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of the Fiscal Year 2007 Homeland Security
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Appropriations Conference Report. It includes
several provisions that | authored in the
Homeland Security and Appropriations Com-
mittees, including much-needed provisions to
help first responders communicate.

More than two years ago, | proposed legis-
lation to require the Department of Homeland
Security to create a national interoperability
strategy. It is time that we give our first re-
sponders the tools they need to adequately
communicate with one another without having
to use many of the same tactics as Paul Re-
vere.

This strategy is long overdue. Ten years
ago, the Public Safety Wireless Advisory Com-
mittee recommended that “unless immediate
measures are taken to promote interoper-
ability, public safety agencies will not be able
to adequately discharge their obligation to pro-
tect life and property in a safe, efficient, and
cost effective manner.” Because of inadequate
radios, 343 firefighters died while heroically
rescuing thousands of workers at the World
Trade Center on September 11th. Last year,
communications failures exacerbated the poor
response to Hurricane Katrina.

Amazingly, the Department has no real plan
to solve the communications crisis and has
not made the issue a priority. This bill will re-
quire it to complete a baseline study to assess
current capabilities; create a resource plan;
expedite voluntary consensus standards; set
goals and time frames; identify obstacles; co-
ordinate planning with other federal as well as
state, local, and private sector partners; de-
sign backup systems in the event that primary
systems fail; and verify manufacturers’ claims
that equipment meets certain standards.

Unfortunately, the conference report does
not include my dedicated communications
grant program. While it is imperative that we
have a workable strategy, it can only be exe-
cuted when local public safety agencies have
funding to plan, design, implement, and main-
tain interoperable networks. In addition, the bill
cuts funding for the major first responder grant
programs, further delaying the progress that
state and local governments should be making
to increase communications capabilities.

Although the conference report is not per-
fect, | am pleased that conferees took the first
step in adopting my interoperability strategy.

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today in support of the pending Con-
ference Report, and thank the Chairman of the
Homeland  Security Appropriations  Sub-
committee, Mr. HAL ROGERS, for his work on
this legislation.

| appreciate the fact that this bill includes
important provisions that consolidate the
Noble Training Center with the Center for Do-
mestic Preparedness; establish a Homeland
Security Education Program; and ensure fi-
nancial accountability of the Secure Border Ini-
tiative, which is similar to a provision of my
bill—H.R. 6162—that the House passed yes-
terday.

In addition, this bill includes funding to add
1,500 new Border Patrol agents. In 2004,
Congress authorized 2,000 new agents be
added each year. To date, the Border Patrol
has added fewer than 2,000 new agents.

In May, the President announced that the
Border Patrol will increase its ranks by 6,000
new agents by FY 2009. At the current pace,
we will not meet this goal.
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| look forward to working with Members of
the Homeland Security Appropriations Sub-
committee to ensure that the Border Patrol will
be able to make the President’s goal a reality.

While | support the overall Conference Re-
port, | am deeply concerned with one provi-
sion included by the other body.

This provision would require that all instruc-
tors at the Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center—referred to as FLET-C—be Federal
employees.

This is a terrible provision that could prevent
Federal law enforcement agencies—not just
DHS—from being able to quickly and cost-ef-
fectively train their officers and agents. Par-
ticularly in emergency circumstances; like we
experienced immediately after the 9-11 ter-
rorist attack.

OMB Director Rob Portman wrote to Con-
gress on September 6th regarding DHS Ap-
propriations and expressed his serious con-
cern that this provision is too restrictive.

He wrote that by preventing public-private
competition, the provision—quote: “deprives
the Department of the operational efficiencies
to be gained by competition, and limits its abil-
ity to direct Federal resources to support other
priorities.”

| have reviewed FLETC’s course list and
find it indefensible that anyone would advo-
cate that only a Federal employee can effi-
ciently and effectively teach some of these
courses.

For example why is it that only a Federal
employee can teach “7 Habits of Highly Effec-
tive People,” or “Archeological Resources
Protection,” or “Self Leadership Through Un-
derstanding Human Behavior?”

All of these are courses taught at FLETC fa-
cilities. All of these courses could very easily
be taught by a State or local government offi-
cial, a college professor, or a professional
from the private sector.

Since the terrorist attacks of September
11th, the need for FLETC training has in-
creased dramatically, and FLETC is under sig-
nificant strain to meet these needs.

Should an emergency arise tomorrow, | am
certain that this provision will make it impos-
sible for the Department to be able to meet
any surge in demand for training that might
arise.

| urge my colleagues to consider the serious
ramifications of this provision, and join me in
working to lift this ban in the future to ensure
our Federal law enforcement agencies can
meet all their training needs.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of the conference report to H.R. 5441,
the fiscal year 2007 Department of Homeland
Security Appropriations Act. With this bill, the
federal government takes important steps for-
ward on securing our border and reforming the
Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA).

It is heartening to see that Congress is be-
ginning to wake up to the critical importance of
a secure border. Indeed, this bill provides
$21.3 billion for border protection and immi-
gration enforcement—nearly an 11 percent in-
crease over last year—including $5.2 billion
for the department’s Secure Border Initiative,
the government's comprehensive multi-year
plan to secure America’s borders and reduce
illegal migration through enhanced technology,
infrastructure, and personnel. $2.25 billion is
provided for the addition of 1,500 new Border
Patrol agents, bringing the total to 14,800, and
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$1.2 billion for border fencing, vehicle barriers,
technology, and other infrastructure improve-
ments.

H.R. 5441 also takes important steps to pro-
tect against the growing threat of border tun-
neling. Penalties for individuals who assist in
the construction or financing on border tunnels
will be subject to much harsher penalties—
fines and imprisonment of up to 20 years.
Anyone using a border tunnel to smuggle
aliens, weapons, or other goods will be sub-
ject to a maximum term of imprisonment that
is twice the punishment that would have ap-
plied had a tunnel not been used.

In addition, | am extremely pleased that the
conference committee provided more than-ex-
pected funds to assist in the transfer of the
Shadow Wolves from the Bureau of Customs
and Border Protection (CBP) back to their log-
ical home in Immigration and Customs En-
forcement (ICE). The Shadow Wolves officers
are Native Americans who combine modem
technology with ancient tracking techniques to
play a critical role in our government’s
counter-narcotics efforts along the 76 miles of
border and 2.8 million acres within the Tohono
O’odham Nation. When the Department of
Homeland Security was originally created, the
Shadow Wolves were placed under the control
of the CBP. Unfortunately, however, the CBP’s
mission and methods were found to be nota-
bly unsuited to the ways of the Shadow
Wolves, whose methods employ tracking
smugglers more than merely defending a bor-
der line. This bureaucratic misjudgment has
significantly hurt the Shadow Wolves’ morale,
causing their numbers to dwindle. Because of
this situation, | appreciate the conferees’ deci-
sion to provide $3.1 million—a million more
than in the House bill—for ICE to pay for the
newly-transferred Shadow Wolves’ salaries
and other needs.

It is also important to note for our friends in
Canada and Mexico that nothing in this bill
should be misrepresented as changing our
commitment to requiring a secure border ID.

As we require more secure IDs to get a
driver’s license, to vote, and to get a job within
the U.S., you can be assured that we certainly
will require one at the borders. Working to-
gether, we can maintain our important trade
and tourism relationships while maintaining the
security or our Nation.

Last, | am pleased that this conference re-
port will enact important reforms to FEMA to
help ward off some of the blatant examples of
mismanagement seen in the aftermath of Hur-
ricane Katrina. For example, this bill creates a
smarter FEMA management structure by es-
tablishing 10 FEMA regional offices and re-
gional directors with the ability to coordinate
and direct the federal response in times of cri-
sis, so that FEMA is not trying to manage fu-
ture disasters from Washington. By putting
FEMA on the ground where the crisis is occur-
ring, regional directors will be able to coordi-
nate more effective and timely responses.
Also, each regional office will maintain a multi-
agency regional strike team, with the ability to
quickly respond to emergencies, and three na-
tional emergency response teams will be cre-
ated in case rapid supplements to the regional
teams are needed. Finally, while codifying the
FEMA director’s status as the principal advisor
to the President and Secretary of Homeland
Security, this bill refrains from establishing
FEMA as an independent, cabinet-level agen-
cy—a misguided notion designed more to pla-
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cate the media than institute meaningful re-
form.

Mr. Speaker, | commend Chairman ROGERS
and the rest of the conferees for their hard
work on this bill, and urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi-
tion to the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) Appropriations Act (H.R. 5441) because
$35 billion is too high a price for failure. Hurri-
cane Katrina provided a vivid and massive ex-
ample of DHS’ incompetence, but additional
instances of incompetence are on almost daily
display. Just this week, Secretary Chertoff an-
nounced with great fanfare a new risk-based
port security program. Perhaps he knows
something about the terrorists that we don't,
because apparently they are more likely to tar-
get the ports in Burns Harbor, IN and Duluth,
MN than Oakland, CA. Those ports received
new funding while Oakland got nothing. The
fourth-busiest port in the nation, the gateway
to Asia, in the heart of a major metropolitan
center and the high-technology headquarters
of the country is apparently at no risk of a ter-
rorist attack.

Another recent round of urban security
grants cut funding by 40 percent for New York
and Washington, DC, but increased it for Lou-
isvile and Omaha. The American people
might also be interested to know that DHS’
“National Asset Database,” which is used to
determine how to allocate preparedness fund-
ing, lists Indiana as the state with the most po-
tential terrorist targets. Supposedly, the Hoo-
sier state has 8,591 targets compared to Cali-
fornia’s 3,212. The Amish Country Popcorn
Factory in Berne, IN is on the list, but the Em-
pire State Building is not. | couldn’t make this
stuff up.

The more DHS promises to improve and
stop wasting money, the worse things get.
Last year, more than half of contracts were
awarded without a full competitive bidding
process, compared to 19 percent in 2003. If it
seems to you like the Katrina recovery is
going awfully slow for how much money has
been spent, perhaps you aren’t considering
the 2,000 sets of dog booties costing $68,442;
three portable shower units for $71,170; 54
iPods worth $7,000; 37 designer rain jackets
for a Customs and Border Protection firing
range that isn’t used when it is raining; and a
beer brewing kit for $1,000 purchased by DHS
staff.

This Homeland Security Appropriations bill
does nothing to require stronger oversight or
to stop the hemorrhaging of money to our
least-vulnerable areas. The popcorn factory
and petting zoo lobby will be happy, but | am
disgusted, and | urge my colleagues to join
me in voting no.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in support of the conference report and the
provisions dealing with chemical plant security.

| truly regret this issue is being debated in
the context of an appropriations bill. As Chair-
man of one of this Body’s two Committees of
jurisdiction, 1 am committed to engaging the
policy debate in the future on chemical plant
security legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | have been astounded by the
lack of real knowledge by some professed ex-
perts about the way that chemical plants are
already regulated under existing Federal laws.
When Congress resumes this debate in the
next couple of years, it is essential that all in-
terested persons know what their government
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and the private sector are already doing be-
fore heaping an array of well-intentioned man-
dates on government and the private sector.

America does not become more secure by
piling on more laws, it just become more regu-
lated.

These provisions on chemical plant security
are a step forward in making America more
secure—and this is the only criterion by which
| find myself supporting them. The legislation
is far from perfect. However, it does establish,
for the first time, an actual, and enforceable
chemical plant security program for the whole
Nation.

Let me highlight some key provisions:

First, this legislation requires chemical
plants to conduct vulnerability assessments
and site security plans. Similar steps have
been required of other facilities by Congress
and have passed without a dissenting vote.

Second, this legislation requires the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to develop risk-
based, performance-based regulations for se-
curing high risk chemical plants within the next
six months. This provision includes a much
wider scope of plant coverage than what the
Senate spending bill contained and it also
makes the critical distinction that not every
chemical plant is created or operates equally,
has the same risks, or is similarly vulnerable.

Third, this legislation allows the Department
to approve chemical plant regimes that other
public or private interests develop that meet
the criteria in the Department’s regulations.
This is crucial because it allows parties that
have already invested in protecting chemical
plants from terrorist attacks to avoid having
those costs stranded simply because they had
the foresight and initiative to act before this
legislation became law.

Fourth, this is legislation protects sensitive
information. We must never make security-
sensitive information about chemical plants’
available to anyone for the asking, including
terrorists. Information protections have been
included in every homeland security related
bill since 9-11 and there is no good policy
reason to end that practice right now.

This provision does not shield any chemical
plant from FOIA requests for emissions data
under existing Federal environmental statutes;
it merely covers vulnerability and security in-
formation. | hope we all support this necessary
protection.

Fifth, this legislation keeps the Department
focused on chemical plant security. Some
people want to have the Department’s mission
diluted with extraneous tasks such as regu-
lating chemical plant pollution, chemical plant
manufacturing processes, or chemical plant
workplace relations.

We must not dismiss the volumes of envi-
ronmental and manufacturing laws and en-
forcement expertise at both the Environmental
Protection Agency and the Occupational Safe-
ty and Health Administration, not to mention
their state counterparts, so another Agency of
the Federal government can get into the act.

Sixth, under the catch-phrase “inherently
safer technologies” some want to vest in the
Department of Homeland Security the power
to regulate chemical feedstocks, processes,
and products. One environmental protection
agency is enough, Mr. Speaker. EPA has the
authority and expertise it needs under the
Safe Drinking Water Act, Toxic Substances
Control Act, Clean Air Act, and other laws to
protect our environment from harmful chemical
exposure.
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Let’s let the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity focus on protecting us from the threat of
chemical terrorism so that our plants and com-
munities are secure, and manufacturing facili-
ties can continue to meet the needs of the
American consumer, the American worker,
and the American economy.

Seventh, this legislation distinguishes facili-
ties that are already regulated by Federal law
to prevent terrorism consequences. This in-
cludes drinking water and Maritime Transpor-
tation Security Act (MTSA) facilities. Some
misread this distinction as meaning drinking
water and maritime transportation facilities do
not get protection. On the contrary, the protec-
tion from terrorism we’ve already given them
is so good we don’t want conflicting regulatory
programs to interfere.

We don’t want DHS, which is not an envi-
ronmental or public health agency, setting de
facto drinking water standards under the guise
of security regulations. Both the Public Health
Security and Bioterrorism Preparedness and
Response Acts and presidential directives on
homeland security place EPA in charge of
drinking water facilities. Let’s keep it there.

Eighth, this legislation requires DHS to audit
and inspect chemical facilities to ensure com-
pliance. Further, any facility not in compliance
faces civil penalties and those facilities who do
not obey an order to take corrective action
face the prospect of being forced to cease op-
eration. Considering its consequences for
dedicated workers and its downstream im-
pacts on interstate commerce, | trust this
power would be used, if ever, only as a last
resort.

Last, this legislation prevents private rights
of action against the chemical facility solely as
a means of private parties enforcing the secu-
rity provisions in this section. This bar against
third-party suits does not extend to any pres-
ently existing right a person might have under
any other law. Simply, this provision prevents
self-deputized persons from using the courts
to enact national security policy.

Mr. Speaker, imperfect as the chemical se-
curity section is, it is better than current law
and should make us a more secure nation. |
urge all my colleagues to support its inclusion
in this bill and adoption of the conference re-
port.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, two years after the
bipartisan 9/11 Commission gave the Repub-
lican led Congress and this Administration fail-
ing grades for their efforts to secure our na-
tion, they are still failing the American public.

Take the issue of port security for example.

The Coast Guard has identified over $7.3
billion in port security needs over the next
decade, yet since 2002 we have barely pro-
vided $900 million.

Four days ago the Homeland Security De-
partment announced its latest round of port
security grants and not one single penny was
given to the Port of Oakland in my district,
even though it is the fourth busiest container
port in the country.

Instead of spending money to secure the
Port of Oakland and all our nation’s ports, we
are spending nearly $2 billion a week—over
$321 billion so far—to fight this unnecessary
war in Iraq.

A war which our intelligence services are
now telling us is spawning a whole new gen-
eration of terrorists and making us less safe.

Mr. Speaker, we should be spending tax-
payer dollars to secure our nation, not to cre-
ate new terrorists.

H7971

While | support the funding in this bill, | be-
lieve we need much more.

Democrats have proposed a new direction
for America that delivers on our homeland se-
curity needs. It's time for a change, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, while this bill pro-
vides important funding that is very late in
coming for our border security, there are still
holes in the funding Congress has passed
. . . and what the 9—11 Commission said was
the least the Congress should do to combat
the terrorist threat.

Let us use the Intelligence Reform bill that
became law in December, 2004, as a bench-
mark of what this nation must do to try and
control the security of our borders: the bill
mandated 10,000 Border Patrol agents over 5
years (2,000 annually) and 40,000 detention
beds over 5 years (8,000 annually).

Here is a compilation of all the funding bills
the Congress has passed that have become
law—including the bill passed today, laying out
how many Border Patrol agents and how
many detention beds we have actually funded:
Emergency Supplemental in 2005 (Passed
May 2005), 500 Border Patrol Agents, 1,950
Detention Beds; FY06 Homeland Security
Conference Report (Passed October 2005),
1,000 Border Patrol Agents, 1,800 Detention
Beds; Emergency Supplemental in 2006
(Passed June 2006), 1,000 Border Patrol
Agents, 4,000 Detention Beds;

Add in what we are passing today:

FY07 Homeland Security Appropriations Bill,
1,500 Border Patrol Agents, 4,870 Detention
Beds;

Our grand total of what we should have
done according to the 9-11 Commission to
date is: 4,000 Border Patrol Agents and
16,000 detention beds. While we are finally
caught up on paying for the least the 9-11
Commission said we should do for Border Pa-
trol agents, we are still 1,550 short on deten-
tion beds.

Never let it be said that we did the least we
could do—this Congress is paying for less
than what the 9-11 Commission said was the
least we should do. And let me add that it took
a national guilt trip and backlash to get this
Congress to pay for the least amount of Bor-
der Patrol agents the 9—11 Commission de-
manded.

What has appalled so many of us is that
DHS is releasing thousands of illegal immi-
grants into the general population of the U.S.
because they simply do not have the detention
space to hold them. These illegal immi-
grants—also referred to as OTMs (other than
Mexicans)—are given what they call “walking
papers” and are released on their own recog-
nizance with an order to appear at a deporta-
tion hearing weeks after their release.

In fact, they are asked where they are trav-
eling to in order to give them a hearing near
their final destination. Of course, they rarely
return. This is hurting the morale of our U.S.
Border Patrol Agents and it is a misguided
process.

Because of “catch and release” the number
of immigrants who have come across our bor-
ders has significantly increased. According to
the April 2006 Department of Homeland Secu-
rity Inspector General report here’s what
underfunding border security means: 774,112
illegal immigrants were apprehended during
the past three years. Of those, 280,987—or 36
pecent—were released largely due to a lack of
personnel, bed space and funding.
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Our willful neglect of our border security had
galled our fellow citizens. As a political ges-
ture, this Administration and this Congress
want to build a wall and militarize the border?
That's not what we need. We need to keep
our promises to the American people and fund
the promises we made.

We must send a clear message that when
you cross our borders illegally, you will be
caught and detained. | get our desperate fiscal
situation. But compromising border security is
not the way to trim the deficit.

At some point, this Congress must deal with
the national security risks that remains with
the very large number of OTMs released into
the general population who are still unac-
counted for. Funding the effort to locate all the
released OTMs is going to make paying for
the minimum number of agents and beds
seem like child’s play.

Mr. ROGERS of ZKentucky. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, fur-
ther proceedings on this question will
be postponed.

————

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed a
bill of the following title in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

S. 3661. An act to amend section 29 of the
International Air Transportation Competi-
tion Act of 1979 relating to air transpor-
tation to and from Love Field, Texas.

———

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 5122, JOHN WARNER NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2007

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on
Rules, I call up House Resolution 1062
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 1062

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 5122) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 2007 for military activities of the
department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and
for other purposes. All points of order
against the conference report and against its
consideration are waived. The conference re-
port shall be considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from OKklahoma (Mr. COLE) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
for the purpose of debate only, I yield
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the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. MAT-
SUI), pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume. During consid-
eration of this resolution, all time
yielded is for the purpose of debate
only.
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and attach
tabular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
today, the Rules Committee met and
reported a special rule for consider-
ation of H.R. 5122, the fiscal year 2007
National Defense Authorization Act.
The rule waives all points of order
against the conference report and
against its consideration and provides
that the conference report shall be con-
sidered as read.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule for H.R. 5122 and the underlying
legislation. Today, we are at a critical
juncture. The conference report for the
fiscal year 2007 National Defense Au-
thorization Act is before us. This legis-
lative companion to the fiscal year 2007
defense appropriations bill authorizes
and provides critical legislative lan-
guage for full implementation of our
defense policies.

Let us be clear: This is an excellent
piece of legislation, a good bipartisan
package that represents the best work
of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee. Recognizing that, I would like
to personally thank both the gen-
tleman from California, Chairman
HUNTER, and the gentleman from Mis-
souri, Ranking Member SKELTON, for
delivering a package that I am sure al-
most all of us can support.

Mr. Speaker, having served on the
House Armed Services Committee and
currently being a member on leave of
absence from that committee, I know
how closely the members of that com-
mittee work together to achieve a bill
that is bipartisan, that is good for our
servicemen and women and that is
good for increasing the security of our
country.

Mr. Speaker, this year, the Armed
Services Committee produced a bill
that contains several major legislative
initiatives and funding impacts.
Among them are an additional $70 bil-
lion in supplemental bridge funding to
support the war on terror’s operations
costs; personnel expenses and procure-
ment of new equipment; additional
funding for force protection needs in
support of Operation Enduring Free-
dom and Operation Iraqi Freedom, in-
cluding up-armored Humvees, Humvee
IED protection kits and gunner protec-
tion kits, IED jammers and state-of-
the-art body armor; a 2.2 percent pay
raise for all members of our Armed
Forces; and an increase of 30,000 per-
sonnel for the Army and 5,000 personnel
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for the Marine Corps to help them sus-
tain their required missions.

O 1600

The bill blocks the Department of
Defense proposed TRICARE Prime,
Standard, and Select Reserve fee in-
creases. The bill authorizes grants and
loan guarantees to U.S. shipyards to
approve their efficiency, cost effective-
ness, and international competitive-
ness. The bill fully funds the imme-
diate Army and Marine Corps short-
falls for replenishing supplies and re-
placing equipment in the amount of
$17.1 billion for the Army and $5.7 bil-
lion for the Marines.

Mr. Speaker, more importantly this
legislation directly supports our serv-
icemen and -women in the field and on
deployment. Operations in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan are dependent on us passing
this legislation that contains so many
changes in legislative language.

Mr. Speaker, a bumper sticker we
often read says: ‘I support our troops.”
Today we have that opportunity and
responsibility. We could support our
troops and improve the security of our
Nation in a way that other Americans
cannot. We can offer our vote in sup-
port of this legislation as 60 of 61 mem-
bers of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee did when they initially passed
the bill.

This is not a controversial propo-
sition. This is something we should be
proud to do, regardless of our perspec-
tives and different positions on the war
in Iraq. All of us are proud of our
troops. All of us are committed to
them and commend them for their
courage and their professionalism, and
all of us will do everything we can to
increase their safety and effectiveness.

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I
did not also note that the Afghan and
the Iraqi people also deserve to be com-
mended for their efforts in our common
struggle. During this war, the citizens
of both these countries have held elec-
tions, written constitutions, and
formed permanent governments. Af-
ghan and Iraqi citizens are watching
what we do here today. They require
and request our continued support as
they move forward in their efforts to
build new and better countries. The
passage of this rule and underlying leg-
islation is an important sign that this
country and Congress will keep its
commitments. Afghanistan and Iraq
are striving to create a future of hope
and promise. We can play an important
role in helping them do that here
today.

Mr. Speaker, many may wish to raise
policy issues in this debate. Some may
want to discuss issues that, however
important, are superfluous to providing
for the needs of our men and women in
uniform. And I welcome that exchange,
if indeed it occurs.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we should
focus on what should count. We have
committed hundreds of thousands of
our service men and -women to fight
terrorism and advance the cause of
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